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in a tank. So it has a distribution prob-
lem.

The President wants to do cellulosic
ethanol which will be from any kind of
waste material. It could be from wood
waste when you ferment it to make it.
Or it could be from garbage, which
seems to make some sense. It could be
from things like switchgrass and corn-
stalks and any kind of cellulose, cel-
lulosic ethanol.

The problem is that it is still in the
laboratory. We think we have about
got it to where we can make it. They
are funding six plants which are going
to be experimental. I am for that, but
I think we should be doing the same
thing simultaneously with coal. Tak-
ing every process we have to make lig-
uids from coal and refining it, improv-
ing it so we can do it in volume down
the road. Coal to gas and coal to liquid,
every measure we know, we ought to be
refining those and getting those to
where they will help us to be inde-
pendent.

And we should be continuing to pro-
mote nuclear. The nuclear we have on
the drawing boards will keep us from
losing percentage. It will not help us
grow, but we need to figure out, and
that may be one of the biggest mis-
takes we made, if we are really con-
cerned about CO,, we certainly should
be for nuclear power plants.

But we need to be doing all of these,
Mr. Speaker. We need the OCS open.
We need that clean, green natural gas,
affordable and available to heat our
homes, run our businesses, and manu-
facture products so we can compete in
the world marketplace. We need clean,
green natural gas as well as cellulosic
ethanol, as well as all of the renew-
ables, as well as coal to liquids, as well
as coal to gas, and as well as clean coal
technology and more nuclear plants.

A lot of our competitors, like China
and India, they are buying up reserves
of oil and gas all over the world. They
are building coal plants, coal-to-liquid
plants. They are building hydrodams.
They are building every form of energy
there is at breakneck speed. We as a
country are sitting here on our hands
twiddling our thumbs, actually today
moving in the direction of less avail-
able energy, which will make us more
costly and more foreign dependent.

The legislation that we have before
us, if it becomes law, I think will speed
up, and we have been gaining in de-
pendence on foreign oil about 2 percent
a year for the last 10 years. I think we
will speed it up to 3 to 4 percent a year
if we go down to the road of taxing oil
more, of taking major plateaus and
major reserves off the table, refusing to
open up the OCS, our dependence will
grow. When you are at 66, you don’t
have to go very far to where you’re
three-fourths, and then you are 80 per-
cent and the rest of the world will just
plain own us because they today, OPEC
today sets the price of oil. Five years
ago they didn’t. They had lost their
grip. But today, they set the price of
oil.
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Imports. This is not quite up to date.
I am going to have to get a new chart
with 2 more years on it. But we are
back on a steady climb. I predict it
won’t be very long until we will be at
70. And if we pass the legislation that
is before the House and do nothing else,
do nothing to open up, do no OCS, do
no Alaskan, and continue to take much
of the Midwest out of the picture, con-
tinue to lock up more reserves, we will
be 70 and climbing towards 75 at break-
neck speed and America will be depend-
ent for their total economy, for the
ability to heat their homes and manu-
facture, on foreign, unstable nondemo-
cratic countries who will actually and
literally own us. That’s not the Amer-
ica I want for my grandchildren and for
your grandchildren. I want an America
that has a sound energy policy that
produces oil, produces gas, produces
coal, moves into all of the renewables
and does more on conservation.

I haven’t talked about conservation,
but prices are going to force us to con-
serve. There are many who want prices
as high as we can get them so we will
use less energy. Well, they are winning.
And I am going to tell you, energy
prices this winter will be the highest
they have ever been, and we will be de-
pendent on weather as to how high
they go.

Major storms in the gulf, major cold
weather where we consume a lot of
heat, will set prices far higher than
they are today. We are not in control.
The weather and unstable parts of the
world will dictate what America does
for energy.

———

CONSTITUTION CAUCUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCINTYRE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-
RETT) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank you for the oppor-
tunity to come to the floor tonight as
we wrap up this week’s session in Con-
gress. It was just last week, Monday,
the 17th of September, when we cele-
brated the 220th anniversary of the
signing of our founding document of
this country, the Constitution. It was
on September 17, 1787, 39 revolutionary
and visionary Founding Fathers
changed the course of history in this
land and the world as well.

It came about after months of delib-
erations. What they did was succeed in
securing liberties and freedoms that
were, quite honestly, unimaginable to
previous civilizations. I should just
note, to commemorate this and honor
the civilization’s most ingenious gov-
ernmental guidelines that we recog-
nized last week, I introduced House
Resolution 646 to that end.

Tonight I come to the floor, as we do
often as part of the Constitutional Cau-
cus, to raise up the issue of the Con-
stitution, that seminal document, that
document that we should be looking to
each and every day when House Mem-
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bers and Senate Members come to the
floor after having deliberated various
issues and bills, and taking out of their
pocket their voting card and sliding
into that slot, to ask themselves: Is
what we are about to vote on constitu-
tional? Is it within the confines of the
Founding Fathers’ document?

Tonight I am joined by my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Utah (Mr.
BI1sHOP) and the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. KING), and I believe shortly the
gentlewoman from North Carolina (Ms.
FoxX) as well, as we deliberate and dis-
cuss the issues of the Constitution.

We do this for several purposes. It is
an illuminating event we believe both
for Members of Congress and also for
the general public as well, an oppor-
tunity to explore and expand and ex-
pound upon this important document.
Because if we lose that, if we lose that
as a guiding principle, obviously there
will be nothing as a guide for us or a
restriction into the role we are elected
to abide by.

Tonight we will touch on various
issues, all within the confines of that
document, but we are generally going
to stay within the area of voting. Some
legislation that we have looked at in
the past, and I will probably touch
upon a little later on, and some legisla-
tion that is coming down the pipe fair-
ly shortly, to address some of the
issues that people have raised through-
out the country with regard to the ve-
racity of past voting patterns in this
country.

0 1945

So at this point, I would like to turn
the microphone over to the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. BIisHOP) for his com-
ments, who I always appreciate Mr.
BISHOP’s insight.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
appreciate the gentleman from New
Jersey for helping to organize this, as
well as talk about these topics, and
every once in a while to take the proc-
ess that we probably should be doing
more often and simply review our ac-
tions and see if they deal with some
type of philosophical basis.

When the Founding Fathers estab-
lished this country, they established a
Federal system with the understanding
that certain powers and responsibil-
ities would be given to the national
level and certain powers and respon-
sibilities on the local level.

Now, this was not done in some ran-
dom process. They took the time to try
and figure out which would best fit in
which category, realizing there are
some tasks of government that natu-
rally would be better done if they were
done on a unified level, and certain
other responsibilities that would be
best performed by local government.

One of those that they decided would
be better performed, and I should say
best performed, a superlative, by local
government was the manner of elec-
tions. And they clearly realized that if
elections were the purview and respon-
sibility of States that they had a bet-
ter opportunity of being effective and
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less chance of being corrupt in so
doing.

Some of our European allies when
they restructured their governments
after World War II also did the Federal
system; and once again they divided
powers and responsibilities between na-
tional and local levels.

And one of the powers and respon-
sibilities given to the local level, for
obvious reasons of effectiveness and
lack of corruption, was that of the
manner of elections.

The State of Utah, I'm very proud to
say, had wonderful registration rolls
when I was in the legislature and in a
leadership role there, and actually our
voter registration I thought was fairly
accurate. That’s the reason we do have
voter registration anyway is to prevent
fraud.

In the 1800s, we talked about this
wonderful process of everybody voting
in America, but we don’t really know
how many people actually voted, only
the number of votes that were tab-
ulated, for we had in history this proc-
ess or this individual known as a float-
er who was paid between $5 and $20 per
vote. In fact, I have to admit within
my own family one of my ancestors
was given the day off with pay to vote.
He voted in his workplace, took a train
and went down to the capitol and voted
a second time, and then went home and
wrote about how he voted a third time.
The reason we have voter registration
is to prohibit that today.

I was in the leadership in the legisla-
ture when the Federal Government in
its wisdom came up with the Motor
Voter Act which took our wonderful
rolls and registration systems and
bloated them beyond compare. When
we were able to purge voter rolls after
4 years, we now had to do it after 10
years. When everyone was asked when-
ever they got a service from the gov-
ernment if they’d like to register, and
they couldn’t remember if they reg-
istered or not, they re-registered them.

If you look at the number of people
in Utah who are registered in a State
that has the largest percentage of kids
of any State in the Nation, the num-
bers don’t fit of those who are reg-
istered and those who are simply eligi-
ble to vote. So I don’t really know
what percentage is voting. We’re mak-
ing guesses there.

The greatest thing of all in this en-
tire program is the Federal Govern-
ment gave us as a State the great
privilege and honor of paying for it all
ourselves. At that time I was sad the
17th amendment was in place because
had it not been there and the State leg-
islature selected senators, I can prom-
ise you that bill would have changed or
our Senate delegation would have
changed.

Then the Federal Government as-
sisted States again while I was still
back in Utah with the Help America
Vote Act. Now, I have to admit that we
in Utah did not have the problem of
hanging chads as some certain south-
ern States that will not be mentioned
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did have. We had a definition of what a
vote was and was not, and we looked at
every ballot of those punch cards to de-
termine if it was a legal ballot before it
was ever run through the system.

Our system was effective, it was effi-
cient, it was cheap; but we complied to
the Federal Government’s assistance to
make everything better with the Help
America Vote Act. Now, the Federal
Government did give us some money,
but certainly not enough to pay for the
entire system. So at great expense, the
State of Utah and other States changed
their election system at the dictate
and mandate of the Federal Govern-
ment. I have to say we may actually
probably have a better system, but it’s
also a much more expensive system.

We now have a proposal given to us
by Members of the Democratic side
that would force another change in the
system that has just established under
the Help America Vote Act, another
system that requires even my State,
which has a paper trail system in
place, to change it because we don’t
have the right kind of paper.

The reality is I think, and I think
that the Constitution and our Found-
ing Fathers would tell us, if you really
want to have a good election system
just get out of the way and let the
States fulfill their constitutional re-
sponsibility of the manner of election,
and there would be greater efficiency
and less likelihood of corruption. We
should not be micromanaging States.
One size does not fit all.

The State of Utah, in a poll con-
ducted by BYU, has a 95 percent com-
petence in our system of government,
which if the opposition bill were to
pass would have to be totally changed,
and we would once again bear the costs
and burden of doing that.

Now, I know that our good friend
from Iowa (Mr. KING) has another bill
in that would probably address many of
these issues and many of these prob-
lems. I think, Mr. GARRETT, if it’s all
right with you as the chairman of this
caucus, if we were maybe to hear from
the gentleman from Iowa at this time
to at least express another way of get-
ting around what appears to be another
mandate that would change and add
significant difficulty to States what
they don’t need: the heavy-handed help
of the Federal Government.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentlemen from New Jersey
and Utah; and Mr. Speaker, it’s a privi-
lege again to address this House and
you and talk about the integrity of our
voting system that we have here in the
United States.

I start my opinion and my view out
on this focused long before the year
2000, but really focused on the 2000 elec-
tion. I recall watching that drama un-
fold in Florida, and at the time, I was
chairman of the Iowa State senate,
State government committee, and I
knew that it was my job to be sure that
Iowa could be set up and structured in
such a way that they never became a
State like Florida was, going through
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the throes of those decisions that were
being made down there by their State
supreme court and ultimately by the
United States Supreme Court.

It was an agonizing thing to watch,
and I watched it intensively for 37 days
in front of the television and my Dish
TV, and everything I could pick up in
all the print, off the Internet and my
telephones. I worked them constantly
because I knew the next leader of the
free world was going to emerge from
the system that Florida had, and that,
of course, was the catalyst that created
HAVA, the Help America Vote Act.

I came to some conclusions, too. I
chased all those rabbit trails on the
Internet down to the end, and I uncov-
ered what I believe to be a significant
amount of corruption within our elec-
toral system across this country, flat
out open, intentional fraud committed
in a number of States without a lot of
prosecution to back it up, kind of a
blind eye.

I will speak one State discovered the
laws were set up in such a way if you
came in and presented yourself as Joe
Smith, and even if Joe Smith was actu-
ally working the election board and
knew very well that it was his registra-
tion you were pointing to and you al-
leged to be him, Joe Smith himself
couldn’t challenge the person who pre-
sented themselves as Joe Smith be-
cause the election laws prohibited
challenging the identification of some-
one whom you know to be misrepre-
senting themselves. Can’t ask for an
ID, can’t ask for a picture ID. You
can’t even prohibit them from voting
in your name, and you can’t ask for a
provisional ballot in some States, and
those kind of things open up this sys-
tem.

So I came at this with a little bit dif-
ferent view than I think the gentleman
from Utah has from this perspective.
Yes, I want the States to have the
maximum amount of autonomy. I want
to see that in the hands of the States.
I don’t want the Federal Government
to run this; but by the same token, a
State that has a faulty electoral sys-
tem, without true integrity then, also
can be the State that chooses the next
leader in the free world, which affects
all Americans.

So if you could envision a scenario of
Florida that resulted in an altered
election result for the President of the
United States, you can also envision an
interest that this Congress has, but it
should be very narrow. It should be
very limited, and it should be con-
sistent with our constitutional views.

The voter registration that the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP) men-
tioned, I looked across the voter reg-
istration rolls, Iowa in particular, and
found them to be replete with dupli-
cates, deceased, and in our State, like
the case of Florida, felons. Duplicates,
deceased and felons; and yet there we
sat with all that software, that data-
base with all those registered voters,
and we couldn’t even run that database
to sort out when there were duplicates,
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just simply leave the registration of
the most recent activity. We couldn’t
even get that done.

I brought legislation through the
Iowa Senate that required the Sec-
retary of State to sort that voter reg-
istration list to certify that the list be
free of duplicates, deceased, and felons
and that the Secretary of State certify
that they be citizens. Not a very high
standard that they should be a citizen
of the United States to vote here in
America. Those things were all met
with the stiffest opposition by the
members of the other party, which con-
vinced me that they believed that they
had an advantage with a system that
was full of those kind of contradictions
and integrity, I can put it that way.

I recall running across a significant
amount of information that was com-
piled by the Collier brothers in Florida,
and neither of these brothers happen to
be alive today, for different reasons I
understand. But one of the pieces of
their documents, and they did a movie
and there’s a fair amount of print ma-
terial out there. They had gone into
the warehouse where the vote counting
machines, the punch card vote count-
ing machines were stored, and they
asked the fellow how is it that you rig
a vote here. He said, well, it’s simple.
He opened the drawer and pulled one of
the plastic gears out of there and said
we just grind one tooth off of these
plastic gears, put them in the voting
machine, and that puts in one extra
vote for our guy out of every 10 votes
that are cast.

Well, that will change most elec-
tions, Mr. Speaker. Something that
open, that blatant in the annals of the
public record of the United States. And
so HAVA was passed here in Congress,
the Help America Vote Act, all with
good intention. I think they went too
far with HAV A then and provided a lot
of help for the local election boards.

One of the things that they did was
require that there be the electronic
voting machines; and the purpose of
that, one of the foundational reasons
for that was so that they could be oper-
ated by the blind, which means they
need to be able to plug in earphones
into that machine so that you can lis-
ten to the tones and vote. There were a
lot of successes in blind voting with ab-
sentee ballots, and that wasn’t a con-
cern that ever came to me; but it was
an accommodation that actually was a
significant component that altered
these requirements that came out for
HAVA.

So it would be nice to be able to ac-
commodate the blind. They ask for
very, very little. By the same token, it
opened this system up now where we
have electronic voting machines across
this country where there is no legiti-
mate means to audit the votes that are
recorded on them. We have thousands
and thousands of electronic voting ma-
chines that simply have a software
trail, not a paper trail.

And as I mentioned about how the
grinding a plastic tooth off of a plastic
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gear can change the results of the
counting of the ballots, the punch card
ballots in a place like Florida and
many other places at that period of
time, the software can do the same
thing. We have something like 900 soft-
ware engineers that have said that this
software can be hacked, it can be al-
tered; and of course I believe it can be.

Now, the most important point of
this is one thing is that we to have a
lot of integrity in our system, Mr.
Speaker. It can be altered, it can be
hacked; but if we got to the point
where the American people lost their
confidence in the integrity of this sys-
tem, our entire constitutional Republic
comes crashing down around us be-
cause no one would accept the results
of an election. They would challenge it
like they do in Mexico, or I was there
last month, and the President of Mex-
ico wasn’t allowed to even give the
state of the union address to their own
congress because they had rejected the
results of the election, among other
reasons.

But here we respect the integrity of
our electoral process. We held it to-
gether through the 2000 issues, and
Florida cleaned up a lot of the things
that went on down there. I need to say
that for the benefit of my brethren
from Florida. But if we ever lost con-
fidence in this system, our entire con-
stitutional Republic is at risk.

So whether there’s a Republican ma-
jority or a Democrat majority, whether
there’s a Democrat or Republican in
the White House, whether one side
dominates the other side, it’s impor-
tant to both sides of the aisle that we
have a maximum amount of integrity
in our electoral process.

So what I have done is drafted legis-
lation that’s called the Know Your
Vote Counts Act. It is very simple. It
isn’t this expansive thing that adds a
lot of conditions on and makes it so
that the voting machines that are out
there now are obsolete and have to be
retooled and cost a lot of money. What
it does is it requires a paper audit trail
in all precincts. So the electronic vot-
ing machines that are touchstone or
touch key voting machines now can
easily be retrofitted with a mechanism
that scrolls that ballot out there so
you can see it through a piece of
Plexiglass, records your vote on it, and
touch a button and say, yes, I like that
vote, that’s how I voted, boom, drops
down into the box. That is part of the
paper audit trail.

It’s that simple. That’s the purpose
of my bill. The purpose of it is to give
that voter the complete confidence
that the way they have cast their bal-
lot is also the way that that ballot is
recorded on the paper which becomes
the audit trail; and then if there is an
audit, the paper ballots are counted.
That simple.

I mean, in Canada they just put a lit-
tle X on the piece of paper, count those
pieces of paper, and really don’t have a
lot of problem. We need to have the
paper trail because electronically you
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just simply cannot guarantee an audit
trail.

And we’ve lived with some unreliable
audit trails in the past. The old lever
voting machines, I don’t think any of
those are actually functioning at home
anymore, but I voted with those old
lever voting machines, and I didn’t re-
alize at the time that you simply can’t
really do an audit. You can go back,
take it apart, look at that entire paper
scroll that’s back there, but you really
can’t do a legitimate audit.

And when something falls apart,
when you have a meltdown, when you
have a software failure or a hardware
failure or you simply have a challenge
to the integrity of the system, you
have no way, Mr. Speaker, of knowing
whether the electronic record that may
remain on that hard drive, no matter
how many redundancies you put into
it, you can never assure that it hasn’t
been hacked.

As much as you want to trust the
system, you still can’t be sure of that.
The only thing that you can trust is
paper. We designate paper to be the
trail. We stay out of the business of the
States beyond that, but I believe it is
to the interest of the Federal Govern-
ment and the Congress and the people
in this country to go to that step to en-
sure that when the next leader of the
free world is selected that it is done
with a process that has a maximum
amount of integrity and the minimum
amount of imposition of regulations on
the States.

O 2000

One of these pieces of the whole bill
versus the Know Your Vote Counts bill
that is the King bill is that it requires
also that not only there be a paper
audit trail but that the machines spit
out a receipt that tells you how you
voted.

Once you walk out of the room with
your little receipt like your credit card
receipt that says here is how you
voted, it has absolutely no connection
to the process in the voting booth. It
does you no good. It is simply an ex-
pensive component and serves no pur-
pose, except I will say that there is no
machine that is manufactured any-
where that I know of certainly in the
world, certainly in the United States,
that at this point can comply with the
language that is in the whole bill.

So I am submitting, Mr. Speaker, the
bill that is Know Your Vote Counts
Act. It is a very, very simple bill that
simply requires a paper ballot to be
generated, and that that paper ballot
be verified by the voter, and that that
paper ballot becomes the audit trail. It
is that simple. It is something we need
to do. This is 2007.

So I thank you for your attention,
Mr. Speaker, and I yield back to the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. And I
appreciate the gentleman, if he has
time for some queries on it as well.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Of course.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. First
of all, let me say I am impressed by
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your opening comment, and I guess
this is just a typical reflection of your
dedication to an issue. Your opening
comment was you began to look at this
issue back in the year 2000, and here we
are at 2007. And knowing your dedica-
tion to this issue, to the way you han-
dle matters is that you have been look-
ing at it ever since then and inves-
tigating it to make sure that you come
up with the very best answer. So I com-
mend you for that. This is just reflec-
tive of how you handle just about every
issue that I have ever known you to
deal with, that you stick onto it early
on and then stick with it right to the
end.

Before I play a little of devil’s advo-
cate with you on this, if I may, the
gentleman from Utah is probably a bet-
ter historian than I am. But it is inter-
esting, when we talk about paper bal-
lots and ballots in general, people
today probably have somewhat of a
misconception about the veracity or
accuracy and the legitimacy, I guess
you might say, of past elections in this
country, way before we had those elec-
tronic machines today or the mechan-
ical machines that you were referring
to earlier. I know the stories from
reading textbooks and school books
and what have you is that election
days in this country years ago were
celebratory days more so than they are
today. Nowadays, we have to really
push people to the polls. Years ago, it
was something people, I don’t want to
say, spontaneously wanted to do, but
they actually were more excited about

it.

Although, one of the ways I under-
stand that they were encouraged to
come to the polls was through town
celebrations. And that is, in the county
seats or that sort of thing, the can-
didates who were running for office
would host large parties, and what
would happen is people would come
from the countryside and the hillsides
and what have you into the county seat
where they would be voting. And this
would be a large celebration where food
and beverages, I suppose adult bev-
erages, as Rush Limbaugh would say,
would be served, what have you, so it
would be a celebratory time. People
would come in and they would vote,
and they would vote with, back then of
course all there was was paper ballots,
and many times the paper ballots were
color coordinated paper ballots. And so
if you were voting for STEVE KING in
that election, you might be voting with
a blue ballot, and if you were voting for
SCOTT GARRETT, you might have the
brown ballot. So it would be a way that
actually going into the election booth
there was no secrecy to it, because you
would be getting your brown ballot
from the Garrett campaign or the blue
ballot from the King campaign, and
you would be going in. And that would
also indicate which party, literally,
which party you came to, and then you
would put it into the election box.

I don’t know whether the gentleman
from Utah knows those stories as well.
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. If I could just
add a couple of those to it. It is true.
When George Washington was first
elected to the House of Burgess, he
bought a round of drinks for all the
supporters. And my students would ob-
viously wonder, well, how do you know
who his supporters were? The idea of a
secret ballot is a pretty modern con-
cept. In the good old days, when you
came into the town centers you said,
and when the vote was counted and
they asked how many were for George
Washington, they stood up. He saw who
was voting for him; he knew they were
there. Everything was an open process
at that particular time. And that is
why in England you stand for election;
you don’t run like we do. Because lit-
erally you could come up there in the
election and you would have to stand
for the election.

I used to watch these cartoons on
Thomas Nast right after the Civil War.
I saw one where there was this globe
for which one Union soldier was reach-
ing, I had no idea what it was, it was a
clear crystal ball, until I realized what
he was reaching for was a ballot box
which was clear. And the gentleman is
right, you would get a ballot from a
campaign; you would go in there, and
you would deposit your colored ballots
so everyone knew. In fact, in New York
City at one time, in case they were
color-blind, they would perfume their
ballots so you could smell it if you
couldn’t see it. But the idea of a secret
ballot is something that is just re-
cently here.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. And on
that point, how this ties in besides a
history lesson, which I think is impor-
tant as well, how it ties into one of
your comments was one of the sugges-
tions that has been made, and you
touched upon it, was with regard to a
paper ballot today would be either sim-
ply that you would have a single paper
ballot that you would take with you
when you leave, and that would be the
only receipt. Or, I think you suggested
both. In other words, a paper ballot
would be made and printed that would
go into a locked box, plus you would
get a receipt to confirm how you voted.
So there would be two.

The dilemma with either scenario,
where you take a ballot out with you,
goes back to what we are referencing
right here. Now when you leave the
poll, you have some document to prove
how you just voted. Now, not to sug-
gest that anyone in this day and age is
paying people to vote, although we
have heard such accusations, but of
course without any documentation,
someone can say, well, here is $25 to
you if you will vote for my candidacy
in the election. And of course the guy
will take the $256 and come out of the
election booth and say, ‘‘Don’t worry, I
voted for you,” and there is no proof
that you did. If, however, there is a
paper receipt, now you can come back
and say, ‘“Well, here is the proof that I
just voted for you or your candidate.
Give me my $25.”” Or whatever the
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going rate may be in certain cities or
elsewhere to confirm that I did. So I
am not sure whether you have ever
heard of that dilemma with that.

Mr. KING of Iowa. If the gentleman
would yield. I think you have made the
most salient point about the flaw in
the whole bill, which there are two
pieces of paper generated with every
ballot. One of them becomes the audit
trail that you can see through the
Plexiglass, and when you push the but-
ton and say, I accept this as my vote,
and it drops down into the lock box for
the audit trail. And then of course the
chain of custody of all of that is an-
other subject we can talk about.

But to walk out of there with a re-
ceipt that says ‘I voted this way’’ does
open up the door for the walking
around money that we know goes on in
some of these precincts to be handed
over in exchange. And I can see where
subcontractors could be hired to work
within the mneighborhoods, that you
would pay a commission on how many
ballots or how many receipts you could
collect, so many dollars a vote. And
you could say, okay, it is $20 for a vote
and my commission is 5 bucks. So $25,
$56 of which the contractor would get;
that opens up the door for all kinds of
vote buying. And that is the strongest,
most compelling reason to reject the
whole bill. And I will have this bill in
and it will be available for Members to
sign on to, and hopefully we can move
it on the Know Your Vote Counts Act.
It is a very much more narrow bill.

But there was another component
that I left out of that in my earlier
piece that I just want to inject into
this discussion briefly. And that is, I
said that we needed to have voter reg-
istration lists that are free of dupli-
cates, deceased, and felons, and, that
the registrants be certified to be citi-
zens on that list. But also, the require-
ment for a picture ID. I mean, they do
that in places like Venezuela, a picture
ID to go and vote, and that is a method
by which you match up the name with
the name on the registration. It is a
small thing to ask for. And when I ad-
vocated for that, I ran into the opposi-
tion that said, well, no, that is a poll
tax because everybody doesn’t have a
picture ID. My grandmother doesn’t
have a driver’s license; therefore, she
doesn’t have any way to identify her-
self with a picture on it.

Well, I would argue that the Depart-
ment of Transportation will issue one
of those picture IDs for $5. But then
that is charged to be a poll tax. And
every argument will work in any port
in a storm, but if you want integrity,
those are the things you have to do.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I appreciate
what you just said, because almost ev-
erything you are trying to explain in
kind of a system that would work hap-
pens to be exactly what we are doing in
the State of Utah without having the
Federal Government tell us how to do
it. So we do have that voting system
where you do see the paper ballots
there, and you look at the paper trail
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that is there as well as the actual
touch screen, and you are asked if the
paper is what you want. You don’t take
it with you, but it is there as part of
the audit trail.

And we actually do require picture
IDs when you come into vote. And even
I, in my voting district, in fact 1lit-
erally the lady who lived across the
street from me was there and I still
had to produce a picture ID before I
could get my card to go vote.

One of the problems, though, that I
see and one of the reasons why we need
an alternative to what the bill that
came out of the committee is, simply,
even the State of Utah would have to
change its process, even though we are
doing exactly what they want, because
it doesn’t fit the Kkinds of machines
that are mandated, it doesn’t fit the
kind of paper that was mandated, it
doesn’t fit the kind of audit process
that is mandated. This bill tells you
what to do with long lines, it tells you
what to do with provisional ballots, it
tells you what to do with recounts, and
it says you have to do it now.

And that is one of the reasons why I
am grateful there are some other op-
tions out here, because the bill that
may be on the floor, the bill that did
come out of the committee, the bill is
simply flawed in many ways, and it is
simply flawed because, once again, it
has the mindset that the Federal Gov-
ernment is going to tell you how to do
things in the most intricate way of
micromanagement. And that is one of
the flaws we have. This country is
never supposed to be micromanaged
from this body.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. And
the gentleman from Utah made a pass-
ing reference to the 17th amendment
earlier on, and then I will yield back to
the gentleman from Iowa. But just to
illuminate on that point, originally the
Founding Fathers of course intended
that the other body, the Senate, would
be elected not by direct vote but by the
legislators of those States. And the
idea behind that was probably to ad-
dress the point that the gentleman
from Utah just made; that the various
States, such as Utah, which is probably
ahead of the curve in just about every
facet of running a government that we
have seen so far, based on his testi-
mony and previous evenings, the State
of Utah prior to the passage of the 17th
amendment would have elected their
U.S. Senators through their State leg-
islators. That Senator many times
would have come from the Utah State
Legislature prior to coming to Wash-
ington, would know what Utah was
doing, and would have a personal stake
or a local interest in maintaining the
integrity and the sovereignty of that
State. Likewise, from Iowa or New Jer-
sey as well.

Obviously, the 17th amendment
changed that, so now the U.S. Senators
are now directly elected by the citizens
of the respective States, and you break
that bond between the sovereign issue
that a legislature may have had. And
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you may have seen that reason on this
issue coming from the bill from the
other side of the aisle that we are talk-
ing about here, or some of the other
issues that we have talked about on
the floor as well as Congress begins to
exceed its bounds and actually sees no
bounds with regard to our control in
every aspect of our lives.

Earlier today, just to digress for a
moment, we voted on the flood insur-
ance bill and we were going to expand
into a wind map plan and for wind in-
surance as well. Basically, the Repub-
lican side of the aisle voted ‘“no” on
that bill, primarily because they said
we would be exercising outside and
pushing pressures on the economic
forces that are already there providing
that coverage. And really, the question
is as I said at outset of my opening
comments, and they often do when you
put your card in here to vote is, does
the Congress have that authority?
Prior to the 17th amendment, a U.S.
Senator would say, no, we have that
authority in our own States to handle
the regulation, whether it is insurance
or otherwise, and want to confine our-
selves to confine the Congress or the
Senate to the areas that the Founding
Fathers intended. Voting, of course, is
a carefully construed area in the Con-
stitution, and I will just close on this
before I yield back to the gentleman.

Earlier, there was another issue, and
I know the gentleman spoke quite a bit
on this issue several months back. This
House had another heated debate, if
you will, when it came to a voting
issue, and that was whether or not we
would give voting rights to the citizens
here of the District of Columbia, and I
know the gentleman from Iowa also, I
believe, came to the floor and spoke ex-
tensively on that topic.
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And the answer to that issue, as
much as the other side, just as on this
issue, just as the other side would like
to stand up on this issue and say, well,
we have the infinite detail and plan to
the finite level to the Nth degree on
how to do this issue that we have be-
fore us today as far as every little nook
and cranny has to be covered on vot-
ing. They said the same thing when it
came to the D.C. voting rights as well.
We know what is best and how to im-
plement that program and voting
rights for the District of Columbia,

And well, may they should or may
they did; what they didn’t seem to do
with that one, nor apparently did they
do in this case as well is look, as you
and I would suggest they probably
should have, and I think you discussed
it at the time, to a copy of the U.S.
Constitution. And had they done so,
they would have realized on that issue,
I'm not going to redebate that issue,
but had they done so, they would have
realized that the Constitution specifi-
cally addressed the issue of the District
of Columbia and how it should be set
up and how the control of the District
would be. The Constitution also defined
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who is a citizen in terms of voting and
who is a representative and that he
would come from a State. And of
course this is not a State. So all you
really have to do on many of these
cases is look to the terms of the Con-
stitution, and they begin to answer
some of these questions.

But I have a question for the gen-
tleman from Iowa, again just to look at
some of the finer points to it. You
raised the issue of actually having a
piece of paper, a trail, if you will, and
you raised the question whether or not
we can trust the electronic aspect of
the machines and what have you. Just
to be the proverbial Devil’s advocate
with you, some people would suggest
that, well, for our entire financial sys-
tem in this country nowadays, we look
to electronic transfers and what have
you and we rely on that nowadays, as
opposed to paper ballots or paper
documentations.

And likewise, there is another sug-
gestion in this area, whether it comes
from Congress or it comes from the
States, as opposed to a paper ballot,
but an electronic receipt, if you will.
And I’ll just give you one of these and
then I will close.

One of the suggestions for an elec-
tronic receipt would be not a written
message that I just voted for a Steve
King, but an electronic voice activa-
tion message that I just voted for
Steve King. So instead of going into
the ballot booth, and I don’t know
whether the gentleman’s ever heard of
this proposal before, and pushing the
button and clicking down on a piece of
paper, electronically it would record
and you would hear, vote for Steve
King for U.S. Senate.

Would you see any of those as alter-
natives to this as we move into the
electronic age to be an equal or suffi-
cient record?

Mr. KING of Iowa. Well, Mr. GAR-
RETT, first, I think in terms of if I
needed to follow an electronic trail of,
let’s say, if I made a deposit that was
an electronic deposit into, maybe it
was an electronic automatic deposit
into my bank, and the distributions
that went out from automatic pay-
ments that go out of the bank, and in
conjunction with credit card bills that
flow around the country and come
back, a full electronic trail, I have not
run into an experience where I can’t
actually track all of that money, be-
cause someone is accountable at every
level.

If the deposit doesn’t show up in an
automatic deposit, I can go back to the
people that were to make that deposit,
say, do that in the form of a paycheck
or a purchase item. Well, where’s your
distribution record? Where’s your
transfer records? And if they don’t
have any, one can presume they never
transferred the electronic deposit into
my account. If there’s money missing
from my account, I can track and see
where did it go. But I can have that
confidence of doing that through the
banks, through the credit cards with-
out a lot of problem.
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But we never know. We never know
how a person actually votes. That se-
crecy of the way you vote cannot be
tracked. Once you walk out of that
voting booth, there’s no connection be-
tween the voter and the actual ballot
that was cast. So that requires a dif-
ferent level of integrity. And as far as
an audio receipt that would say to you
I just cast a ballot for SCOTT GARRETT,
I ask, do you agree with that and push
enter and walk out of there, the audio
receipt that you might hear or elec-
tronic receipt that you might hear,
does not preclude a hacking that could
register a different kind of result.
Those are the reasons why I track an
audit trail, a paper audit trail.

And I would submit also that this bill
that I have, the Know Your Vote
Counts Act, is very, very simple lan-
guage. And I want to applaud the folks
in Utah and anyone who’s mirrored
their leadership for the integrity that
they’ve put into their system with a
picture ID and a paper audit trail. But
it simply says the system shall provide
an auditable paper record showing the
vote that was cast and recorded by the
system. And so the paper is the audit
trail. And we don’t prescribe how that
is actually transferred, the records are
transferred. That’s also part of the
whole bill. Requires certain methods of
transfer of those records from the pre-
cinct on to the county and there on.
We don’t interfere in that. We just say,
paper audit trail. Produce it. You can
retrofit the existing machines.

I actually like the optical scanning
ballots where you fill in the dot. And
those have the, as far as my under-
standing of the technology, and I have
looked at a lot of it, the highest level
of accuracy. And we also have the auto
mark ballots that will take the ballot,
the paper ballot on the screen and you
can push the button and it’ll actually
fill in the dot on the paper, and then
that paper becomes the audit trail as it
goes through the scanning device and
counts the ballots.

So I’'m for those things that are sim-
ple. But I do also know that human
beings are fallible, and we need to have
an audit trail for the machines that
might well fail us and the people that
might well fail us, and we need the
highest accuracy that we can get. I
think this bill provides this. And I do
think they’ve got to get it right in
Utah. Of all the things I've written for
letters and articles, I must have sent
one out there some time a long time
ago and you guys picked up on that.
No. I really want to compliment Utah.
You’ve driven that yourselves for good
reason, and I appreciate that, and I ap-
preciate the fact that you have yielded
to me, Mr. GARRETT, and I'd yield back.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. I ap-
preciate the gentleman from Iowa and
your comments as well. And at this
point I would like to yield sufficient
time as she will consume to Ms. FOXX.

Ms. FOXX. Thank you so much. I ap-
preciate the leadership that the three
of you have given to this issue tonight
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and appreciate the opportunity to be
involved with this discussion. I'm so
pleased to be a part of the Constitution
Caucus and am glad that we have the
opportunities that we have to bring up
issues as they relate to the Comnstitu-
tion and to provide an alternative. And
we’ve had lots and lots of opportunities
in this session of the Congress so far.

I appreciate your mentioning voting
rights for the citizens of D.C. I think
that that bill having passed out of the
House has to be one of the worst things
that’s happened in this House in a long
time because it’s so clearly unconstitu-
tional. And I think, again, that it’s up
to us constantly to be reminding the
people of this country and the people of
this body that we take an oath to up-
hold the Constitution, and that is our
primary responsibility. And when
Members of this House don’t follow
their oath, then it’s important for us to
talk about it.

I am opposed to H.R. 811 for many
reasons. I support its main goal, which
is to create a paper trail. I think hav-
ing a verifiable record of how a person
voted is important. But this bill is ex-
traordinarily flawed. Number one, it
creates several new mandates on
States before the 2008 election. It
forces States to meet totally unreal-
istic time lines that cannot be met. It’s
an example, again, I think, of the arro-
gance of this body in this session. I
think that one of the things the Fram-
ers of the Constitution and the Found-
ers of this country feared so much was
too much control by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

And what we are seeing happening in
this session of the Congress is more
and more control being taken over by
the Federal Government, and more and
more decisions being pushed into Wash-
ington, as opposed to being pushed into
the State, or being left at the State
and local levels. And my colleagues
have talked a little bit about that as it
relates to different States have given
some historical background on how
things have been done in the past. But
I think, again, it’s important that we
acknowledge that our government gov-
erns best that governs least. And the
more decisions that we leave at the
local and State levels, the better off
this country’s going to be. And if we
know that, we know by numbers too.
We don’t even have to try to prove it
from a philosophical level.

Twenty-seven States, including
North Carolina, that I represent, have
already implemented their own paper
trail system, and another 13 are cur-
rently considering legislation. We
should allow the States to do this and
do it the way they need to be doing it.
I have heard nothing but negative com-
ments about this bill. Nobody has con-
tacted me asking me to support it. And
many groups that have a vested inter-
est in this issue have contacted us.
Most of us have been contacted by the
Election Technology Council, and
they’ve said that it would take 54
months for proper research develop-
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ment and implementation on machin-
ery requirements to get this bill into
effect, and there’s only going to be 15
months.

We’ve had problems since 2000 in
terms of verifying various elections in
this country. This bill would be a
nightmare if it were to pass, because
the local election boards would have
great difficulty with implementing it,
and it would call into question all
kinds of elections, I fear, and create
chaos at the local level. We don’t need
that. The feeling of the American peo-
ple right now toward Congress is, their
opinion of us is the lowest it’s ever
been. And we don’t need to be doing
things to give them an even lower opin-
ion of ourselves. What we need to do is
get out of the way and not engage our-
selves in activities that we have no
business being engaged in. This is not
something that we need to do from a
point of view of the Constitution. It is
something that should be left at the
local level. It is not something that we
need to do in terms of financing. It’s
going to be a very, very expensive prop-
osition. We do not need to be adding to
the deficit. We don’t need to be doing
any more Federal spending than is ab-
solutely necessary. And we need to
show the American people that we
don’t think that we should be running
everything out of the District of Co-
lumbia when we have State and local
officials perfectly capable, much more
capable than we are to do this. We
don’t need to take away the ability of
the locals to determine their needs.

And, again, I want to thank my col-
leagues for starting this conversation
here tonight and getting it going to ex-
plain to people why many of us are
concerned about H.R. 811. Even though
we want verifiable evidence of a per-
son’s vote, this is not the right way to
g0, and we need to look for alternatives
to this.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. And I
thank the gentlelady. And as our time
comes to a close here shortly, I'd just
like to say I appreciate her comments
and also to say she hits on the point di-
rectly as far as the role and appro-
priate breadth and scope of the Con-
gress, the Senate, and the Federal Gov-
ernment. You know, the U.S. Constitu-
tion, article I, section 1, the very be-
ginning of the Constitution sets forth
the parameters, if you will, of the role
and responsibilities of the Federal Gov-
ernment. They are then, that point is
reinforced in a couple of different
ways, actually, when you think about
it, both there and at the end. There it’s
reinforced in the section in as much as
article I, section 8 sets out specifically
what are the appropriate roles, and it
delineates what the appropriate roles
are for the Federal Government.

And an interesting thing there, and I
don’t want to go into too much detail
on the verbiage of the Constitution
here tonight as it’s getting late, but
many people often look to critics on
the other side on this point, and on ar-
ticle I, section 8 say, well, in there is
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what is called the general welfare
clause, and for that reason, Congress
has the right and ability to move on
and act on any sort of issue that they
want to.

O 2030

But a closer study of the Constitu-
tion points out that the article I sec-
tion 8 general welfare clause comes be-
fore the delineation of the specific
points and authority granted to the
Federal Government. That is at the be-
ginning of the Constitution. At the
very end of the Constitution, at least
back in 1787 and a couple years after
that with the adoption of the first ten
amendments, which eventually we call
the Bill of Rights, the 10th amendment,
of course, is the one germane to this
discussion and all of our discussions on
the floor with regard to the Constitu-
tion and the role of Congress, and that
is that it says all rights not specifi-
cally delegated to the Federal Govern-
ment are retained by the States and
the people respectively, which those
two points tied together reinforces the
gentlewoman’s comment that we have
to be careful as far as the role of the
Federal Government in these areas.

So it is appropriate that when we
look to the bill that comes from the
other side of the aisle on this issue of
voting, which is so expansive in scope
as far as its authority that it is trying
to impose and so restrictive at the
same time as far as what they are al-
lowing the States to do, it is appro-
priate for us to come and discuss that
issue and debate that issue to find out
if there is not a better way. And that’s
why I very much appreciate the gen-
tleman from Iowa’s being with us to-
night.

I see the gentleman from Iowa is
back with us again, and I yield to him.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey’s yielding.

I just had a lingering question that I
wanted to pose to the chairman of the
Constitution Caucus, that being the
issue that was raised here a half hour
or so ago, Madam Speaker, and that is
the issue of the electors who are cho-
sen. And I would ask the chairman if
he would opine on as to whether the
electors are bound to vote as directed
by the voters within the State or are
they bound to vote according to their
own conscience if push comes to shove?
And do you know of instances where
the electors have actually broken their
faith with the voters and voted the op-
posite way within the States?

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. In as
much as the gentleman is raising the
question, I have anticipation that he
has specific examples in mind that he
is going to cite. But I believe there
have been specific examples when elec-
tors have decided to go their own way
and not be bound by their electorate.

Mr. KING of Iowa. And I would con-
cur with the gentleman from New Jer-
sey, Madam Speaker. My recollection,
and it is not recent research but
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dustbin recollection, honestly, of sev-
eral instances where the electors, when
formally casting a ballot for the presi-
dency, have broken their faith with the
voters, broken their pledge, and voted
the opposite way. Not enough in our
history to compel us to make that a
mandatory vote, but enough of it in
our history to ask us to be vigilant
about that particular vulnerability, be-
cause that hangs upon the integrity of
those who were chosen as electors who
formally cast that ballot for President
of the United States and could, if there
were a small group or, under certain
circumstances, even one of them that
decided to take the destiny of the
country and ultimately the world in
their own hands, flip their vote the
other way.

This system that we have, though, I
appreciate a great deal. I know there
has been an initiative more than once
that has been offered generally, or, in
fact, in all cases that I know of, from
the Democrat side of the aisle to turn
this Presidential election into a pop-
ular ballot as opposed to an electoral
ballot. And I for one think that would
be a horrible circumstance if we have
such great difficulty down to 527 votes
in a State like Florida with recount
after recount.

And, by the way, history has estab-
lished clearly that it was a proper re-
sult. All of the recounts, including the
Miami Herald’s audited analysis of
that, came to the same conclusion that
it was a Bush victory in 2000 over Al
Gore.

Still, if we had a popular ballot for
the United States, we wouldn’t be able
to settle the ledger for each State, for
example. We would simply have tens of
millions of votes all cast into one pot,
and you could come down to one vote
in the end. And it would be impossible,
I believe, to do an audit trail of all of
those ballots and come out with a na-
tional consensus on a popular vote.
And as the President said, if he would
have needed to win the popular vote in
2000, he would have campaigned to win
the popular vote in 2000. But he cam-
paigned to win the electoral vote be-
cause that’s the rule that we operate
under. And I think the Founding Fa-
thers had a significant amount of wis-
dom and foresight to give us this elec-
toral system.

No system is perfect, but this system
does have a slight vulnerability, and
that is the integrity of the electors
themselves and then the integrity of
the electoral process, which is signifi-
cantly, I believe, more vulnerable. So
that is why I advocate the Utah plan
for the States in America and the No
Your Vote Counts Act nationally so
that we can have a paper audit trail to
keep the integrity up so that people
can have confidence and stand behind
this system so our constitutional Re-
public will last for another couple of
centuries anyway.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Re-
claiming my time, I agree with that
and I appreciate that.
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And I think that the seminal answer
to your question of what was in the
minds, if you will, of the Founding Fa-
thers when they created the Electoral
College was if they wanted the electors
to have freedom to make that decision
so it was their own wisdom that would
be decided on the day of the casting of
the ballot, which is what I believe that
the Founders intended. Their alter-
native would have been to say, no, that
you are bound by however you were
elected. Well, if you were going to be
bound by however you were elected,
then in reality there’s no need to actu-
ally have a person there to make that
decision to cast the ballot. The Con-
stitution would have been worded com-
pletely differently to say that, in ef-
fect, it was not an automaton but an
automatic collection of all the votes.
The majority of votes would not go to
a specific elector, Steve King, but the
majority of the votes would then there-
fore go to that candidate, whoever
those electors are specifically dele-
gated to vote for, whom they were rep-
resenting. In other words, you would
not need to elect a delegate, an elector,
if he was going to be bound without
any discretion.

I think the Founding Fathers real-
ized that still within the confines of
the limited amount of times that the
electors, within the terminology of the
Constitution, had to actually vote fol-
lowing the popular vote, there was still
that flexibility that they could con-
sider whatever changing moment the
times may have necessitated them to
do.

And of course, also, the other aspect
of that that you didn’t get into is the
election of the Vice President and how
the electorals play in that as well.

Mr. KING of Iowa. If the gentleman
would yield, and I know we only have 2
minutes left, in that era, also, it wasn’t
contemplated that there would be es-
sentially a two-party system that
would so polarize the opinions on who
should be the next President of the
United States. I think the Founders en-
visioned more flow and flexibility be-
tween the two competing philosophies
that were there surely and that we
have in this day that are more distinct.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. And
you’re absolutely right. You think
about John Quincy Adams, who was
first in Congress and then President,
and then went back to sitting in Con-
gress once again after he served as
President. I think he was the only one
that ever did that, and I cannot imag-
ine any President today leaving the
White House.

Mr. KING of Iowa. If the gentleman
would yield, John Quincy Adams has
given me a significant amount of com-
fort the times that I have been in the
small minority on the losing side of the
votes here on the floor because he said,
““Always vote for principle, though you
may vote alone. You can take the
sweetest satisfaction in knowing that
your vote is never lost.” John Quincy
Adams, a man of principle.
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Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. He is.
And I guess we should close on that
quote. And again, I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Iowa’s coming.

And with that, Madam Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to be on the
floor this evening.

———————

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
amendments of the House to the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 976) ““An Act to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax
relief for small businesses, and for
other purposes.”.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CONYERS (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today after 2 p.m.

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota (at the re-
quest of Mr. BOEHNER) for today after 5
p.m. on account of a family commit-
ment.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, for 5
minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DELAHUNT, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina)
to revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, October 4.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, October 4.

Mr. LAMBORN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DREIER, for 5 minutes, today.

———

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 2085. An act to delay for 6 months the re-
quirement to use of tamper-resistant pre-
scription pads under the Medicaid program;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.
Madam Speaker, pursuant to the order
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of the House of today, I move that the
House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 40 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, Octo-
ber 1, 2007, at 12:30 p.m., for morning-
hour debate.

————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

3497. A letter from the Executive Director,
Commodity Futures Trading Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule —
Rules Relating To Review of National Fu-
tures Association Decisions in Disciplinary,
Membership Denial, Registration and Mem-
ber Responsibility Actions (RIN: 3038-AC43)
received September 12, 2007, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

3498. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Review Group, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Emergency Conservation Program
(RIN: 0560-AHT71) received September 17, 2007,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

3499. A letter from the Administrator, Risk
Management Agency, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Common Crop Insurance Regulations;
Millet Crop Insurance Provisions (RIN: 0563-
AC12) received September 17, 2007, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

3500. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Potato Cyst Nematode; Quar-
antine and Regulations [Docket No. APHIS-

2006-0143] (RIN: 0579-ACb54) received Sep-
tember 12, 2007, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3501. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy; Minimal-Risk Regions, Im-
portation of Live Bovines and Products De-
rived From Bovines [Docket No. APHIS-2006-
0041] (RIN: 0579-ACO01) received September 19,
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

3502. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Congres-
sional Notification of Architect-Engineer
Services/Military Family Housing Contracts
(RIN: 0750-AF41) received September 4, 2007,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

3503. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Technical
Data Rights (RIN: 0750-AF70) received Sep-

tember 12, 2007, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

3504. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Emer-
gency Acquisitions (RIN: 0750-AF56) received
September 12, 2007, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
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801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

3505. A letter from the Liaison Officer, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Limitations on
Terms of Consumer Credit Extended to Serv-
ice Members and Dependents [DOD-2006-OS-
0216] (RIN: 0790-AI20) received September 12,
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

3506. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Acquisi-
tion of Major Weapon Systems as Commer-
cial Items (RIN: 0750-AF38) received Sep-
tember 12, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

3507. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Limita-
tion on Contracts for the Acquisition of Cer-
tain Services (RIN: 0750-AF69) received Sep-
tember 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

3508. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Retirement Thrift Investment
Board, transmitting the Board’s final rule —
Privacy Act Regulations, Periodic Partici-
pant Statements and Court Orders and Legal
Processes Affecting Thrift Savings Plan Ac-
counts — received September 10, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

3509. A letter from the Regulatory Contact,
National Archives and Records Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — NARA Reproduction Fees [FDMS
Docket No. NARA-07-0001] (RIN: 3095-AB49)
received August 22, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

3510. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, transmitting the
Office’s final rule — Pay Administration
Under the Fair Labor Standards Act (RIN:
3206-AK89) received September 17, 2007, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

3511. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Nonforeign Area Cost-of-
Living Allowance Rates; U.S. Virgin Islands
(RIN: 3206-AL12) received August 22, 2007,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

3512. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — General and Miscellaneous
(RIN: 3206-AJ97) received August 22, 2007,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

3513. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Awards (RIN: 3206-AJ65)
received August 22, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

3514. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch in the
Western Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alas-
ka [Docket No. 070213032-7032-01] (RIN: 0648-
XB86) received September 4, 2007, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

3515. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
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